THE EAST INDIA COMPANY	301
to the Dutchx.   In general, however, the need for fortified
stations was not seriously contested2, but it was claimed that
they could be maintained  by  a  regulated company,  the
charges being defrayed by an additional duty on imports.
This was the procedure contemplated by the Act of 1698,
when it reorganized the trade to India on a new basis3.
On the question whether a regulated company was capable
of a large capital outlay, issue was joined.    How, it was
asked, shall the adventurers be assessed for the purchase and
upkeep of the forts ?    By a tax on goods ?    But in time of
war and danger merchants will forbear trading :   "so that
there will be no goods to tax when there is most need of
money ".    A regulated company would be faced with " a
certain and constant charge, and an uncertain and incon-
stant revenue ",  and " when the  charge is greatest,  the
receipts will be least ". " Separate traders ", it was remarked
in a debate in the House of Commons (1730), " are a rope of
sand and can raise no fund sufficient for such a purpose ".
The East India Company, on the other hand, " have always
in their hands a real fund of above a million of money "4.
The difficulty was perhaps not insuperable since regulated
companies were able to raise loans6.    Yet the controversy
was vitiated by special pleading on both sides6, the dis-
putants adjusting their principles to their argument.    Dave-
nant, for example, defended the East India Company on
the plea that its forts " cannot be conveniently held and
maintained by adventurers under a regulated company ",
but elsewhere he  advocated handing over the forts and
1 A Discourse concerning the East India Trade, in Somers, Tracts (ed.
1813), x. 643-644.
* For the importance of the forts, see House of Lords MSS. 1695-1697,
pp. 40 seq.
8 Statutes, vii. 443. (The additional duty was to be 5 per cent.). For the
Act of 1698, see infra, p. 310.
4 The East India Trade a most profitable Trade to the Kingdom (1677),
20 ; A Treatise wherein is demonstrated that the East India Trade is th&
most national of all Foreign Trades. By ^iXoirar/xs (1681), 36-37; Davenant,
Works (ed. 1771),]!. 131-132; Hist.MSS.Comm.Egmont(Diary), i. 69 (1730)-
6 Supra, p. 247.
« To take another example—in the very document in which the East
India Company defended its monopoly, it opposed the restraints laid upon
it by the Privy Council on the ground that" trade must be free " : Somers,
Tracts (ed. 1813), x. 624, 639 ; House of Lords MSS. 1695-1697, p. 54.

